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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There is 1 minute left in the 
vote. 

b 1233 

Ms. BASS of California changed her 
vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Stated for: 
Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise 

today to make known that I was unable to cast 
a ‘‘yes’’ vote on Final Passage of H.R. 836, 
the Emergency Mortgage Relief Program Ter-
mination Act. I am in favor of this legislation 
and would like the RECORD to reflect my sup-
port. 

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO 
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN-
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 836, EMER-
GENCY MORTGAGE RELIEF PRO-
GRAM TERMINATION ACT 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that in the en-
grossment of H.R. 836, the Clerk be au-
thorized to correct section numbers, 
punctuation, and cross-references, and 
to make such other technical and con-
forming changes as may be necessary 
to accurately reflect the actions of the 
House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

f 

AMENDMENT PROCESS FOR CON-
SIDERATION OF H.R. 839, HAMP 
TERMINATION ACT OF 2011; AND 
H.R. 861, NSP TERMINATION ACT 

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, the Com-
mittee on Rules is scheduled to meet 
on Tuesday, March 15, at 3 p.m., to 
grant a rule, which may limit the 
amendment process for floor consider-
ation of H.R. 839, the HAMP Termi-
nation Act of 2011, and H.R. 861, the 
NSP Termination Act. 

Any Member wishing to offer an 
amendment to either bill must submit 
an electronic copy of the amendment 
and description via the committee’s 
Web site. Members must also submit 30 
hard copies of the amendment, one 
copy of a brief explanation of the 
amendment, and an amendment log-in 
form to the Rules Committee in room 
H–312, upstairs, of the Capitol by 10 
a.m., Tuesday, March 15. Both elec-
tronic and hard copies must be received 
by the date and time specified. Mem-
bers should draft their amendments to 
the text of the bills as ordered reported 
by the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices, which are available on the Rules 
Committee Web site. 

Members should use the Office of 
Legislative Counsel to ensure that 
their amendments are drafted in the 
most appropriate format. Members 
should also check with the Office of the 
Parliamentarian, the Committee on 
the Budget, and the Congressional 
Budget Office to be certain that their 
amendments comply with the rules of 
the House and the Congressional Budg-
et Act. 

If Members have any questions, 
please contact me or the Rules Com-
mittee staff. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

(Mr. HOYER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
my friend, the majority leader, to in-
quire about the schedule for the week 
to come. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman 
from Maryland, the Democratic whip, 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, on Monday, the House 
will meet at noon for morning-hour 
and 2 p.m. for legislative business. On 
Tuesday and Wednesday, the House 
will meet at 10 a.m. for morning-hour 
and noon for legislative business. On 
Thursday, the House will meet at 9 
a.m. for legislative business. 

The House will consider at least two 
bills under suspension of the rules on 
Monday, which will be announced by 
the close of business today. On Tues-
day, we expect to consider a short-term 
continuing resolution to fund the gov-
ernment for another 3 weeks. On 
Wednesday, the House will consider one 
or possibly two more bills from the Fi-
nancial Services Committee addressing 
mandatory spending: H.R. 839, the 
Home Affordable Modification Program 
Termination Act; and H.R. 861, the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program 
Termination Act. Finally, Mr. Speaker, 
on Thursday, the House will consider a 
concurrent resolution sponsored by Mr. 
KUCINICH related to the War Powers 
Resolution. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for that information. 

He mentioned the CR, the continuing 
resolution, the continuing authoriza-
tion to operate government, which I 
understand will be for a 3-week period. 

Can the gentleman tell us what will 
be in that continuing resolution at this 
point in time? 

Mr. CANTOR. As the gentleman 
knows, our majority is committed to 
the process of providing a 3-day notice 
for all Members, as well as their con-
stituents, to see what we will be voting 
on. The Appropriations Committee is 
busy preparing the text of that, and it 
will be presented online this afternoon. 
The details will be in that online 
version this afternoon. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for his comments. 

Now, it’s my understanding we are 
not scheduled, according to his an-
nouncement, to meet next Friday. 

Is that accurate? 
Mr. CANTOR. Yes. I would say to the 

gentleman that is correct. 
Mr. HOYER. And I take it the gen-

tleman is reasonably certain, obviously 
we don’t know what the other body will 
do, but in light of the fact that that CR 
will be offered next Tuesday, the gen-
tleman’s presumption is that, in fact, 
we will be out sometime on Thursday. 

Mr. CANTOR. Well, I would say to 
the gentleman, we certainly look for-
ward to the Senate acting expedi-
tiously and acting quickly on the 
House’s 3-week extension. Assuming 
that goes as well, the gentleman is cor-
rect in assuming that we will not be in 
session next Friday. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman. 
The gentleman and I have had this 

discussion, and I think we both agree 
that continuing to fund government on 
either a 2-week or 3-week cycle is not 
what we ought to be doing. Further-
more, Mr. Speaker, a number of econo-
mists have indicated that if, in fact, we 
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proceed to funding levels that reflect 
H.R. 1, which is my assumption of what 
will happen according to what the gen-
tleman has told me and, I think, said 
publicly, the funding levels that are in-
cluded in H.R. 1 on a week-to-week 
basis, which leads me to believe that if 
we are having a 3-week extension will 
be somewhere in the neighborhood of $6 
billion in additional reductions. 

Would that be accurate? 
Mr. CANTOR. I would agree with the 

gentleman that, yes, as he and I have 
discussed, we intend for the 3-week ex-
tension to maintain the current for-
mula upon which we are operating 
today, and that is a reduction of spend-
ing of $2 billion per week. I expect the 
Appropriations Committee, again, to 
introduce a 3-week, short-term exten-
sion cutting $2 billion per week later 
this afternoon, consistent with the 
House position as spelled out in H.R. 1. 

b 1240 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for his comments, and I would observe 
to him that with respect to H.R. 1, nu-
merous economists have indicated, in-
cluding Mark Zandi, who was, of 
course, one of the principal advisers to 
JOHN MCCAIN when he ran for Presi-
dent, Chairman Bernanke, chairman of 
the Federal Reserve, Goldman Sachs, 
Moody’s, and others, that the just re-
jected H.R. 1, if adopted, would lead to 
the loss of hundreds of thousands of 
jobs, in one analyst’s point of view, 
over 800,000 jobs. 

In fact, of course, three Republicans 
voted against H.R. 1 in the Senate, and 
one of those who voted for H.R. 1 in the 
Senate said this, Mr. Speaker: Let me 
be clear that I strongly oppose some of 
the proposed cuts in the House-passed 
bill—that was H.R. 1—particularly the 
drastic cuts that would disproportion-
ately affect low-income families and 
seniors. Making such deep and imme-
diate cuts to critical low-income heat-
ing assistance, weatherization, and 
Head Start programs in the middle of 
the fiscal year would cause serious 
problems for those who rely on these 
programs. That was Senator COLLINS, a 
Republican from Maine, when the bill 
was on the floor. 

So let me ask the gentleman, do we 
have a plan to proceed so that we can, 
A, retreat from the uncertainty that 
we keep creating by these 2 weeks? I 
know that he and I agreed that this is 
not the way to proceed, but does the 
gentleman have a plan, A, to move for-
ward so that we can fund government 
through September 30, complete fund-
ing for this fiscal year, and turn our at-
tention and focus on what I know the 
gentleman knows the Appropriations 
Committee is now focusing on, the fis-
cal year 2012 appropriations and spend-
ing plan. 

Does the gentleman have in mind 
when we might get to a plan to fund 
the balance of government, not on 2- or 
3-week cycles but between now and 
September 30? 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 

First of all I want to respond to the 
first part of the gentleman’s discus-
sions regarding Mr. Zandi and the 
other individuals he spoke to regarding 
the predictions of doom because of our 
position on H.R. 1. 

I would say to the gentleman, and as 
he knows, there are as many econo-
mists, certainly several hundred, who 
signed a letter indicating that the cuts 
were not something that would produce 
the results that Mr. Zandi and others 
have predicted. 

In fact, it’s Mr. Zandi’s math that 
was applicable to the stimulus bill that 
I think most Americans do know now 
failed in the promises made that we 
would see unemployment not rise 
above 8 percent. 

Again, the gentleman and I have had 
a discussion before that if the answer 
was just spend more government tax-
payer dollars to create jobs, why don’t 
we just go spend it all and then every-
body will be employed again. Well, we 
know that’s not true and that doesn’t 
work. 

We also know that Chairman 
Bernanke did not agree with the pre-
dictions of the kinds of cuts that Mr. 
Zandi and others have predicted, ac-
cording to his testimony. Certainly we 
believe, very strongly, that if you cut 
government spending, we create an en-
vironment for private sector jobs. 

And to the gentleman’s direct ques-
tion about when we can proceed with a 
longer term solution so that we do not 
have to continue operating in stopgap 
ways, I would say to the gentleman, as 
he knows, it’s not just the House, it’s 
trying to work with the Senate as well 
as the White House. 

The Senate did act this week, and we 
now know that the Senate rejects our 
$60 billion, approximately $60 billion 
cut off of 2010 levels, and it also re-
jected the proposed $10 billion worth of 
cuts by Leader REID. In fact, there 
were more votes in favor of the $60 bil-
lion H.R. 1 level than there were for 
the $10 billion level off of current 
spending. 

The problem is the White House has 
not indicated where it wants to go. And 
as we both have discussed before, as I 
have told the gentleman, I just don’t 
see where the leadership is on the part 
of the White House. 

It is obviously up to the White House 
to come to the table as well, as the 
President has got to sign the bill. We 
agree it is much better for us to be op-
erating with some certainty and not 
have to be operating off of stopgap 
measures every several weeks. But we 
don’t want to shut government down, 
we want to cut spending. 

If this is how we are able to do it, we 
are going to deliver on that promise to 
cut spending. But I do share with the 
gentleman the frustration that we 
don’t see any type of coalescence 
around a notion that we should have 
some type of longer term agreement on 
this fiscal year. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for his response, Mr. Speaker. 

Again, I understand the gentleman’s 
issue with respect to the President. 
Both the gentleman and I understand 
and agree that the Constitution, in ar-
ticle I, gives to the House of Represent-
atives of the United States and the 
Senate the responsibility to raise and 
spend moneys, so that this is a primary 
responsibility of the legislative depart-
ment of government, which he and I 
have the privilege of serving in. While 
I understand that the gentleman is ac-
curate, both alternatives were defeated 
in the United States Senate. 

The President put an offer on the 
table in his 2011 budget. We then, in 
December, froze spending at 2010 levels, 
which was $41 billion less than the 
President’s offer which he put on the 
table. 

We have now had two additional of-
fers put on the table. The next offer 
was, of course, included in H.R. 1. That 
passed this House but did not pass the 
Senate. 

The Senate, however, did put an offer 
on the table, as the gentleman pointed 
out, cutting an additional $10 billion 
above the $41 billion, or $6 billion above 
the $4 billion that was included in the 
short-term CR which expires on March 
18. 

What I ask the gentleman again is, 
does the gentleman now propose, and 
will the gentleman and his side of the 
aisle be proposing, a counteroffer, as I 
said last week, or is the gentleman’s 
position you are staying, as I seemed 
to hear you say, at the $100 billion fig-
ure that was included in H.R. 1, which 
implies that unless there is an agree-
ment to your figure, that we will have 
to shut down government or agree to 
your figure. 

I want to make sure that I under-
stand your thoughts on that. 

I yield to my friend. 
Mr. CANTOR. I say to the gentleman 

again, it is the House that has taken 
the position that we want to see cuts of 
approximately $60 billion off of current 
2010 levels. The Senate said it wanted 
to cut $10 billion off of 2010 levels. 

There is a $50 billion difference here. 
What we believe is we need to do every-
thing we can to try to figure out how 
to do more with less in Washington. 

The American public sent us to 
Washington to spend their money the 
way they would. I think most people 
also, certainly our conference, believe 
you cut government spending, you cre-
ate private sector jobs. That’s what we 
are about. We are waiting to see what 
position the White House will take so 
that we can move forward and begin 
the job that we are supposed to be 
about right now, which is the next fis-
cal year. 

As the gentleman knows, we are here 
because, unfortunately, the last Con-
gress did not pass a budget, did not 
pass appropriations bills. We are trying 
to clean up that mess. 

So we are waiting to see what the 
White House’s position is so we can 
begin to see how we can maximize effi-
ciencies in government, cut spending, 
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so that we can see more private sector 
jobs. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for his answer. I think I 
did not receive an answer in terms of 
whether or not the gentleman is saying 
it’s either $100 billion or nothing, and 
that there will be no counteroffer to 
the offer that is on the table, either 
from the President or, more accurately 
at this point in time, in terms of the 
timing from the Senate, which got us 
to $51 billion in cuts, which, although 
the gentleman would like to say it’s 
between zero and $60 billion, the gen-
tleman in his Pledge to America said 
he was going to cut $100 billion. The 
reason he got to $100 billion was he 
counted the $41 billion cut from the 
President’s initial offer of 2011 spend-
ing. 

What has happened, since the gen-
tleman and his party made that offer, 
Mr. Speaker, is that, in fact, $41 billion 
of that $100 billion was accepted in the 
CR that was passed which expired 2 
weeks ago. 

b 1250 

Since that time, we’ve put from the 
Senate’s perspective an additional $10 
billion on the table to get us to $51 bil-
lion. The way I calculate it, that is 
more than halfway from the gentle-
man’s offer, not of $60 billion in his 
Pledge to America but $100 billion. And 
the way he got to $100 billion is the $41 
billion that we already cut in the first 
CR, the additional $10 billion is now $51 
billion. I say to the gentleman, we’ve 
come halfway, a little more than half-
way. And we are now asking the gen-
tleman, is he going to have a 
counteroffer for us that we can con-
sider from our offer of $51 billion which 
we believe is more than halfway? 

I will tell you further, Mr. Leader, 
that it is my staff’s belief, and I could 
be corrected on this, that the offer that 
is on the table represents the single 
largest cut from one year to the next 
since I have been in the Congress of the 
United States, which is largely under 
Republican Presidents. 

We obviously are prepared to agree 
and have agreed on very substantial re-
straints in spending, cutting spending, 
trying to get a handle on this deficit. 
As you know, I’m concerned about the 
fact that in the rule we adopted on the 
first day of the session that you pro-
vided for $4.7 trillion in additional tax 
expenditures, if you will, tax cuts, cut-
ting of revenue, that is projected cur-
rently by CBO which will lead to $4.7 
trillion of additional spending, while 
you have proposed a trillion dollars of 
cuts, leaving a net appreciation of the 
deficit of $3.7 trillion, increased deficit 
that is in fact planned for under your 
rule. 

All I am asking for now is, do you 
have and will you have a counteroffer 
to our $51 billion offer so that we can 
then try to move on and reach com-
promise? If it is simply, no, we want 
$100 billion or nothing, then we’ll have 
to make a decision, as I have told the 

gentleman, on our side of the aisle: 
What do we do at that point in time? 
We obviously have the majority in the 
Senate and we have the President of 
the United States, the American people 
have elected. And as Newt Gingrich, 
your former Speaker, our former 
Speaker, said in 1998, we have to reach 
agreement. And the way you reach 
agreement is to get offers back and 
forth. We think we have an offer on the 
table and we’d like to hear your 
counteroffer. 

I yield to my friend. 
Mr. CANTOR. First of all, the prob-

lem is that the $10 billion off of current 
spending, that that is the largest cut 
that has ever been proposed since the 
gentleman has been in Congress, that’s 
the problem. That’s the problem. 

Mr. HOYER. Reclaiming my time, I 
did not say it was the largest cut that 
had ever been proposed in Congress. I 
said it is the largest cut from one year 
to the other, from the previous year’s 
spending. And it is $13.6 billion, I be-
lieve. Seventeen billion. My staffer, 
who’s brilliant, much more brilliant 
than I am, reminds me that I am—— 

Mr. CANTOR. I’m told the gentleman 
has a lot of those. 

Mr. HOYER. Right. Both of us do. 
Mr. CANTOR. Yes. 
Mr. HOYER. I want to clarify so the 

public understands as well when they 
hear us, what we’re talking about cut-
ting from is 14 percent of the budget, 
the discretionary, non-defense, non-se-
curity, part of the budget. So let me 
focus on that. And when I speak of the 
cut, and it is $17 billion in non-secu-
rity, that from year to year, since I’ve 
been here since 1981, is the largest sin-
gle cut in non-defense, non-security 
discretionary spending from one year 
to the other. Yes, it is. And that’s in a 
very small 14 percent slice of the budg-
et. Frankly, the discussions we have 
had to date ignore the other 81, 82, 83 
percent of the budget. Obviously inter-
est rates are not subject to being re-
duced. We need to pay our debt. 

So I just want to clarify, A, that I am 
speaking of the discretionary part of 
the budget, non-defense, non-security; 
and, yes, from year to year it is in fact 
what’s sitting on the table as an offer 
to you the largest cut we’ve had in 
non-defense, non-security discretionary 
spending in the last 30 years. 

Mr. CANTOR. I would say to the gen-
tleman, Mr. Speaker, that’s exactly the 
problem still. Because, as the gen-
tleman alludes, we have over a trillion 
and a half dollar deficit this year 
alone. I understand the gentleman’s 
point about there being just a smaller 
piece of the budget from which these 
cuts are being taken. But the bottom 
line is, that’s the problem. We’ve got to 
work harder to cut more so that pri-
vate sector jobs can be created. 

I would say to the gentleman two 
things: One, I look forward to his sup-
port, then, of the budget that we bring 
forward, because we are, as the gen-
tleman knows, going to be dealing with 
how to reform the entitlement pro-

grams, which are the significant driver 
of deficits into the future as he knows. 
So I do look forward to that. We will be 
dealing with that within a month’s 
time. I look forward to that debate. 

But I would lastly say, Mr. Speaker, 
does the gentleman know what kind of 
cuts the Senate can support at the 60- 
vote level? Because I don’t. So I don’t 
see a counteroffer there. I don’t see a 
position that the Senate or the gentle-
man’s side of the aisle has taken. I 
don’t see the President having come 
down at a level that is acceptable at all 
because he hasn’t come down to a level. 

This is the problem, Mr. Speaker. We 
have made our position known. The 
House wants to cut 60 some billion dol-
lars off of the 2010 levels or $100 billion 
off of the 2011 proposals. We don’t want 
the status quo. We want to continue to 
cut spending. We can’t come to any 
agreement when the other side doesn’t 
come forward with any offer, and that’s 
why we have been forced into this situ-
ation where we are once again pro-
posing a stopgap measure so that we 
can see the government operate, so it 
doesn’t shut down, in the name of try-
ing to do more with less. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank my friend. 
Let me make a point here, Mr. 

Speaker. As I understand it, the gen-
tleman continues to take the position 
until we get to 100, there is no credible 
counteroffer. Two billion a week. 

The gentleman served with a very 
conservative Member, also a great 
Member of this Congress, a guy named 
Joe Scarborough. Most of America 
knows Joe Scarborough. Let me give a 
quote from Joe Scarborough: 

‘‘There are elements of the GOP 
spending plan that cause me great con-
cern. The belief of some on the right 
that America can balance the budget 
by cutting education, infrastructure, 
the Corporation for Public Broad-
casting, and home heating assistance 
for the poor is tantamount to budg-
etary witchcraft.’’ 

That’s not a Democrat. That’s Joe 
Scarborough, conservative Member 
from northern Florida, with whom I 
served. Now a lot of people see him on 
Morning Joe every day. The fact of the 
matter is that’s what he said. Now 
we’re looking for a counteroffer, be-
cause we don’t agree with some of H.R. 
1, as you well know. As a matter of 
fact, every conservative Democrat, 
every liberal Democrat and everybody 
in between voted ‘‘no’’ on H.R. 1, as did 
three of your Republicans over there 
and SUSAN COLLINS, who voted for it, 
said she didn’t like the elements in it. 

So what I am saying to my friend, 
very sincerely, is, he can preach all he 
wants about we need to cut spending. 
We agree with that. And the issue is 
where you cut it from. What impact 
does it have? Does it sustain the econ-
omy or does it deflate the economy? 
Does it create jobs or does it lose jobs? 
Does it help people who need help or 
does it abandon people who need help? 
That’s the issue. 

And what I am saying to my friend 
with all due respect is, we have made 
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an offer. The gentleman wants to talk 
about the President. Article I of the 
Constitution says we need to do this. 
This is our responsibility. The people 
elected us to do it. And the people 
elected us to reach agreement. 

And how do you reach agreement? 
This is what I want. This is what you 
want. We have come up. We have 
moved; pretty substantially. We think 
it was appropriate to move. Now we are 
asking you, are you prepared to move 
from the position you have taken con-
sistently at your figure, which a lot of 
your folks think has problems in its 
constituent parts? 

b 1300 

I’m asking you, and I can’t get an an-
swer, and you apparently are not going 
to make a counteroffer as to, okay, we 
took 100, we passed it, couldn’t pass the 
Senate, you offered something in re-
turn. And what I mean by ‘‘you,’’ the 
Senate didn’t pass it. The gentleman is 
absolutely correct. But we Democrats 
have made the offer here and there of 
the $51 billion. The President has indi-
cated he could sign that. He said that 
publicly. 

Now, that’s our offer sitting on the 
table. My suspicion is you’ve rejected 
that offer. And if you have rejected it, 
what is your counteroffer? That is my 
question. 

I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman 

again. 
Not to belabor the point, but I did 

say, Mr. Speaker, that there were not 
60 votes in the Senate for the offer he 
speaks of. In fact, there were more 
votes for the $60 billion off of the cur-
rent funding levels that is our plan. So 
there is really no offer on the table 
that is valid because it can’t pass the 
Senate. 

What is the Democratic Senate’s 
offer on the table? The gentleman 
rightfully says it is up to us in Con-
gress. The people elect us to try and 
come together and agree upon a spend-
ing plan. What is the offer? There is no 
offer that could pass in the Senate. We 
passed the House version. We know 
where the House stands. So I’m just 
having difficulty in understanding 
where the offer is. 

Again, Mr. Speaker, I think the gen-
tleman has made his points. He is frus-
trated because he sees there is no 
movement because the Senate has been 
unable to get an offer on the table that 
can garner 60 votes. So the gentleman 
wants us to negotiate with ourselves. 
No. We want to cut spending and keep 
the government open. That’s why we’re 
in the position we are, to do another 
stopgap measure so that we can hope-
fully iron out some differences, cooper-
ate in trying to keep the government 
open, and cut spending so that people 
in the private sector get back to work. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman. 
As I understand what the gentleman 

is saying, if the Senate can’t get 60 
votes—which, of course, we have seen 
the gridlock for a long period of time 

where the Senate can’t get 60 votes— 
that we’re not going to go anywhere 
from the offer that he’s made to pass 
something that can, in fact, garner 60 
votes in the Senate. 

I regret that the Senate, frankly, 
didn’t get 60 votes for our offer. And he 
is correct that he got a few more votes 
for H.R. 1 than was gotten for the Sen-
ate majority leader’s counteroffer. But 
the fact of the matter is this is really 
an issue between the Republicans and 
the Democrats. 

Senator MCCONNELL has said, as I 
know the majority leader says, we’ll 
pass what the House passes. That’s 
what he said. Now, if that’s the case, 
then we need to pass something that 
can garner 60 votes over there. We 
know that H.R. 1 couldn’t get 60 votes. 
We know that Senator REID’s proposal 
couldn’t get 60 votes. 

And if we’re going to move this gov-
ernment forward and not fund it on 2- 
week cycles—and Senator MCCAIN has 
said that funding the Defense Depart-
ment on 2-week or 3-week cycles is un-
dermining our national security. So 
there is no disagreement that doing 
things 2 weeks at a time does not make 
sense. And if the gentleman’s view is 
simply you will not make some offer 
that we think—and we can have a dis-
cussion about trying to come to agree-
ment on that—that we can get 60 votes 
for in the Senate and we’re going to 
fund it on 2-week cycles, I say to my 
friend, that’s going to be damaging to 
the economy, create great uncertainty, 
and undermine our national security. 
And I would hope that the gentleman 
would see fit to determine where we 
can meet somewhere in the middle. 

We think we’ve come 51 percent of 
the way towards your hundred. To-
wards your hundred. You keep talking 
about 60. That was not your pledge. 
Your pledge was 100. And the way you 
got to 100 was to count the 41. We’ve 
done that. We’ve done another 10. So 
we’ve come, we think, 51 percent of the 
way. You don’t count it that way, and 
we understand that. But whatever way 
we come, we need to move on. 

You won the majority. God bless you. 
I’m sorry about that, but I live with it, 
and there it is. You have the majority. 
And with the majority, you have the 
responsibility to see if we can move 
this country forward. That’s what 
Newt Gingrich said. And you can’t be 
the perfectionist caucus, as he referred 
to, of sticking just at a number that 
doesn’t have the votes in the United 
States Senate. 

And if we’re going to be on this 2- 
week cycle, I will tell my friend, you 
may keep passing these 2 weeks at a 
time. None of us want to shut down 
government. But I will tell you that 
while I and my colleagues, some of my 
colleagues, may vote to do this one 
more time, for me, it’s the last time. 
We need to have a plan to fund this 
government for the balance of the fis-
cal year to September 30. It is irrespon-
sible for us not to have that. And just 
each of us sticking to our number, you 

sticking to your number, and just 
pointing fingers at one another saying 
‘‘the Senate can’t get 60 votes for any-
thing we propose’’ will not serve our 
country or our people. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
f 

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, 
MARCH 14, 2011 

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet on Monday next, when it shall 
convene at noon for morning-hour de-
bate and 2 p.m. for legislative business. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
f 

RECOGNIZING THE CONTRIBU-
TIONS OF DR. MICHAEL 
ALESSANDRI 

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to recognize a great indi-
vidual of my south Florida community, 
Dr. Michael Alessandri, for his work 
with children and young adults who 
have been diagnosed with autism. Dr. 
Alessandri, a professor of psychology 
at my alma mater, the University of 
Miami, will be honored at the Kesher 
Annual Scholarship Journal Dinner to 
celebrate his commitment to this 
amazing organization. 

Kesher, an organization that provides 
an academic and Jewish education to 
children with special needs, was formed 
in 1995 with two classrooms and 20 stu-
dents. Today, with the help of Dr. 
Alessandri, the organization is shaping 
the lives of over 80 children and young 
adults with autism through their per-
sonalized student curriculum. Dr. 
Allesandri’s dedication to helping chil-
dren and young adults with autism ob-
tain an education has been funda-
mental to the success of Kesher. 

Once again, I would like to congratu-
late Dr. Alessandri and all of the staff, 
faculty, and parents and the students 
of Kesher, and hope others follow his 
lead in making our community a better 
place in which to live. 

f 

LEASE EXTENSION AND SECURE 
ENERGY ACT OF 2011 

(Mr. FLORES asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. FLORES. Mr. Speaker, unem-
ployment is still at nearly 9 percent, $4 
gasoline is on the way, and the Obama 
administration still doesn’t get it. 
They’ve locked up our domestic energy 
resources through the recently issued 
Wild Lands order, which had no con-
gressional authority, and they con-
tinue to pursue regulatory drilling 
moratoria. 
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